Taking it to be the case that there are reasonable grounds to compare African communitarianism and Aristotle's eudaimonia, or any aspect of African philosophy with some ancient Greek philosophy, 1;2 I suggest that it is worthwhile to revisit an interesting aspect of interpreting Aristotelian virtue and how that sort of interpretation may rehabilitate the role of emotion in African communitarianism. There has been debate on whether
INTRODUCTION
This paper seeks to chart a path of how African communitarianism can be understood in Aristotelian terms of ergon (the human function) and whether this function, following debates on the Aristotelian inclination, has an emotional basis or a combination of an intellectual and emotional basis. The success of this paper largely depends on making a case for the correlation between some aspects of the role of emotion in African communitarianism to Aristotle's ergon. Thus the first task of this paper is to successfully establish a correlation between Aristotelian ergon and African communitarianism. Secondly, the paper seeks to establish what it may mean for African communitarianism to be seen in terms of the African scheme, is oriented towards other individuals. This is the sole purpose of human existence -to be -to others. To be -to others, means a realisation on the part of the individual of what is important. What is important is to be present to the reality of others through a shared and participative communal existence. An individual who diverges from this shared and participative interpretation of life (and the importance of it, in giving meaning to a life of plenitude -a real life -excellence -life that a human person must live) is seen as a failure in the project of being a human person (on the extreme version) or as leading a life that does not fully apprehend the importance of being in community (on the moderate version). Gyekye (1992: 118) writes: "The natural relationality of the person thus immediately plunges him into a moral universe, making morality an essentially social and trans-individual phenomenon focused on the well-being of others. Our natural sociality then prescribes or mandates a morality that, clearly, should be weighted on duty, i.e. on that which one has to do for others." On this view, success in morality is determined by success in relationality. To emphasise the idea that relationality is not a self-contained and selfsufficient attribute, Gyekye (1992) emphasises its sociality and trans-individuality. The point, perhaps, is that in overcoming their self-sufficiency and in being oriented towards others, the individual shows not only an ability to abide with communal expectations but to be actually living up to a practical requirement of what a person of virtue is. A person of virtue is one who is other-regarding. She is considered to be other-regarding by the manner in which she has developed her relational capabilities to a point where she takes the needs of her fellows as of inalienable importance. This in turn influences both the status of the community and the individual. Gyekye (1992: 118) makes the point well when he notes:
The success that must accrue to communal or corporative living depends very much on each member of the community demonstrating a high degree of moral responsiveness and sensitivity in relation to the needs and well-being of other members. This should manifest itself in each member's pursuit of his duties. Also, the common good, which is an outstanding goal of the communitarian moral and political philosophy, requires that each individual should work for the good of all. The social and ethical values of social well-being, solidarity, interdependence, cooperation, compassion, and reciprocity, which can be said to characterise the communitarian morality, primarily impose on the individual a duty to the community and its members. It is all these considerations that elevate the notion of duties to a priority status in the whole enterprise of communitarian life.
From the foregoing, I am inclined to suggest that there are very strong grounds to think that the notion of ergon is used in the same sort of way both in the Aristotelian ethic and the African communitarian ethic. For Aristotle there is only one sort of human function -a certain activity of the rational part of the soul. From this activity he makes conclusions about the nature of human conduct that makes an individual of a virtuous and excellent sort. On virtue and the human function, Aristotle writes: It should be said, then, that every virtue causes its possessors to be in a good state and to perform their functions well; the virtue of eyes, e.g. , makes the eyes and their functioning excellent, because it makes us see well; and similarly, the virtue of a horse makes the horse excellent, and thereby good at galloping, at carrying its rider and standing steady in the face of the enemy. If this is true in every case, then the virtue of a human being will likewise be the state that makes a human being good and makes him perform his function well (Aristotle in NE 1985: 1106a5).
To put this plainly, Aristotle is arguing that virtue makes whatever entity that possesses, that virtue to be good. Further, virtue makes the entity perform its functions well. If an entity has a function to perform, and possesses virtue -then it will perform that function well.
Aristotle (in NE 1985) points out that virtue is characteristically aiming at the mean relative to us. He argues that in all things that have a continuum, there is always going to be either more or less in relation to the given object. It could be objected that the formulation of the two ethical systems is different in that Aristotle primarily emphasises the conduct of the individual as an ethically responsible entity and how she behaves. Communitarianism, it could be argued seeks to find affirmations of both the community and the individual in the reciprocities that they share as mutually bound entities. Hence, the argument can be extended, it cannot be the case that there are grounds to compare two systems that have a different emphasis in what makes an individual good.
I think that this objection would have been true had it been the case that communitarianism, in all its versions, does not make room for individual inventiveness. Not all communitarianism is in the fold of Menkiti (1984) who suggests that whatever the individual's needs or realities are, they are secondary to those of the community. I suggest that Menkiti's (1984) version is very much in the minority. Thinkers such as Gyekye (1997) and Masolo (2010) hold that there is a place for individual expression within a communitarian scheme. The same move is also applicable to the communitarian scheme. Communitarians, though not explicit, appear to be receptive to the idea that the notion of community life is something that is symptomatic of human life and existence. While it is possible to talk of communities of all sorts, the manner in which the human community is conceived and constituted is distinct to humans and their interactions. What makes the human community distinctly human and significant on the characterisation of a human person as a success, are the inter-relations that are borne and are peculiar to participants and actors within this communal set-up. These participants and actors can only be humans who understand what it is to work within this human framework and derive their identity from this framework. In interacting in ways that enhance the other, they also testify to their understanding of what is expected of a successful human person.
Drawing from this, it can be further inferred that the communitarian scheme, like its Aristotelian counterpart, is a practical recommendation on how to best live a life. Both schemes make clear to participants that a life is well lived when certain practical details of existence, decision-making, and conduct are observed. To be ethical is to be immersed in the practical requirements of being responsive to the prescribed functions of being human. When one fails to attend to these prescribed functions, then one is not only failing at ethical conduct but also at being human. Of course the question that has always troubled communitarians is:
if one fails at being human does it mean that they cease to exist as human? I propose that a reasonable response to this worry is that although one does not completely cease to be a human, one who fails should be seen as having not succeeded at becoming a complete human. Or, put in another way, whosoever fails, is not an epitome of being human. This is hardly controversial for, I think, it is the same parlance as Aristotle's outline of the different successes that can be registered in practical trades. A bad builder, for example, remains a builder, but hardly one who can be relied on to construct the best or most solid house. Such a builder may be called upon to improve her skills, may be banished from the trade, may be penalised or not taken seriously. Builder, yes, she may be, but not of the sort that we think highly of. In the class of builders we do not take her seriously or refer to her as an epitome of that class or cluster. We may condemn her, admonish her, advise her, or avoid her altogether.
The same is true for what we may hold to be the nature of being a person in a communitarian set-up. Just as there are many admissions to the competence of participants in practical trades (relative to their stations), the same is true of participants in a communitarian set-up. There is going to be those who are in need of encouragement to come to realise their best, those who need to improve, those who have attained a level of excellence, and those, unfortunately, who can't be helped because they have either sunk so low through self-inflicted neglect or simply lack the wherewithal to be of a stature that is taken seriously. Thus whoever wishes to learn through self-application may rise from her poor station to one that is considered proper to human function -that of virtue; by conducting herself in ways that seek the mean on the Aristotelian scheme, and by becoming an individual who is present to the interests of others and her community.
With all this considered, the next question would seek to deal with what is precisely responsible for not only the development of this ethical sense, but also what is responsible for its continued appreciation by the subject.
As far as Aristotelian ethics is concerned there have been, at least, two interpretations that seek to account for the origin of the ethical sense. As far as I can work out such an interpretative attempt has not been carried out in the communitarian ethical system. In the next section, as an illustrative exercise, I refer to the work of Thomas Nagel and Nancy Sherman who interpret the Aristotelian ethic in two contrasting ways. My intention is not to work out which interpretation is plausible. Rather, the purpose of my discussion seeks to set the stage for interpreting the foundations of communitarianism. By outlining Nagel and Sherman's differing interpretations, I wish to draw on those different interpretations to work out whether such a differing interpretation is possible within the communitarian scheme.
NAGEL AND SHERMAN ON EUDAIMONIA
In this section I will focus on two contrasting interpretations of Aristotelian eudaimonia. Nagel (1980) argues that we should read Aristotle as making a case for eudaimonia as primarily to be located in the activity of the soul that exclusively is concerned with reason.
Sherman (1997), in contrast, argues that we should rather go for a comprehensive reading of Aristotle that would incorporate emotion into the account of virtue. What this debate primarily shows is how Aristotle's different horizons of the good can be conceived. On one hand there is insistence of the teleological undertone as primarily found in contemplation itself, whereas on the other hand there is insistence that there is value in the process of actualising moral good in pursuit of eudaimonia.
Nagel (1980) notes that Nichomachean Ethics exhibits an indecision between two
accounts of eudaimonia. The one account is intellectualist while the other is comprehensive.
The intellectualist account is supported by the claim made in Book 10 where Aristotle states that eudaimonia is realised in the most divine part of a human functioning together with proper excellence, and this is theoretical contemplation. The comprehensive account is supported by the claim that eudaimonia is not only about contemplation but involves other excellencies that include moral virtue and practical wisdom. Nagel (1980) has a problem with the way in which Aristotle frames the idea of ergon and his attempt at making the good of humans a function of their ergon. Nagel points out that the ergon of a human is what makes her what she is. But, humans also do a whole range of other things. These other things that humans do, are shared with plants and animals, and in some cases plants and animals do these other things better than humans. This means that these other things do not properly belong to humans. However, Nagel (1980) immediately notes that the inference being made here is that if we stripped the human of all these other functions she shares with other life, then she would not be human but something else. Nagel then wonders if it could be the case that a human being like a corkscrew has a conjunctive ergon. He dismisses such a position as absurd on the grounds that what must interest us here is the hierarchy of capacities. He knocks down all the capacities that a human shares with animals as being in service of the higher capacity of reason. "The lower functions serve it, provide it with a setting, and are to some extent under its control, but the dominant characterisation of a human being must refer to his reason. This is why intellectualism tempts Aristotle, and why a conjunctive position, which lets various other aspects of life into the measure of good, is less plausible. Neither a conjunctive nor a disjunctive view about eudaimonia is adequate for these facts. The supreme good for man must be measured in terms of that around which all other human functions are organised" (Nagel 1980: 11) . He notes that although it can be argued that most of reason is in service of lower functions, it should also be equally noted that reason transcends these purposes by directing itself towards sophia. Further, this element is also responsible for the For purposes of my current argument, it is not necessary to assess which one of these two versions is persuasive. 9 As stated above, my reason for citing these differences is merely illustrative. My real aim is to judge what we can say about communitarianism in the African context. As stated at the beginning of the paper, the legitimacy of this proposed evaluation largely depends on successfully drawing similarities between the basis of the Aristotelian ethic and the communitarian ethic. I have suggested that the similarity between these two systems is to be found in the use of ergon. inferiority and celebrating it -they were sending an unequivocal political statement to their oppressors -that they were unapologetic about their essence but sought to celebrate and embrace it as their true an unalterable identity.
Although these criticisms may prove to be politically powerful and persuasive, for my present purposes, I suggest that they are unable to assail the point I wish to secure in order to make the analysis suggested at the beginning of this paper. What remains unassailable in Senghor's position is the explicit link that exists between his theory and the basic tenets of communitarianism. There are three things that emerge as properly communitarian in The first problem has to do with Senghor's (1995) narrowing of the African's range of capacity of how to know. I am not convinced that it is the case that for Africans to know is to become one with the object. While it is true that this could be one way of knowing for Africans, it is not the only way to know. An additional difficulty is that the conditions of knowledge, under this scheme, are not clearly specified. Besides claiming that the individual dies and becomes one with the other -there is no clear specification of what that process actually involves, either how it comes to fruition or how it fails to materialise. Is it the case that all Africans are specifically capable of this knowledge without any exception? I hardly think this is the case. Knowledge is a sort of entity that admits of differences between individuals. It cannot be the case that a whole group of people, let alone a population or entire race will come to know exactly in the same way to the same degree. Yet Senghor (1995) insists that there are certain key characteristics that mark black people everywhere. Such a position deliberately ignores the local conditions under which the said black people operate.
It is not the case that the same set of facts will have the same emotional impact say on Yorubas in Lagos as it would have on African Americans in Harlem.
The second problem has to do with the context within which the affective part of commitment arises. The references used to justify these key characteristics of black people as well as the communitarian grounding of relationality (as based on blood and betrothal) is historically limited to small-scale, highly inter-dependent communities. What makes the emotion-based ethic work in this case is the close-knit nature of these communities.
Moreover, the ethic does not seem to be based on anything other than its vouched workability in traditional societies. While the emotion could be very stable and could be based on reasons for its workability, within these limited contexts, I suggest that once it is taken out of such a context its grounding becomes unsustainable. An individual who lives in a close-knit community surrounded by blood relatives as well as relatives by marriage, has a keen interest in their welfare. That interest is borne out of the relationality that grounds the affective dimension of the ethic. It is a narrow way of seeing and construing the duties and obligations one has towards her fellow human beings. In this case it is an ethic based on a kin system. In the event that the agent is removed from the kin network and is placed in a cosmopolitan The possible responses to these problems can be stated, respectively, as follows: In the first instance, the friend of communitarianism may deny the charge that the ethic limits the way of knowing for the African communitarian. She will, instead, state that the route to epistemology and ethics is not multi-pronged, but follows two exclusive routes: the logos and the ratio. She may continue to argue that it is just a matter of fact that the African race follows the former and the white race follows the latter. However, as a matter of fact, she may continue, the African's way is superior to the white's. The reason for that does not lie in racial preference for the black way of knowing, but primarily lies in the historical fact of the logos being prior to ratio. Further, the friend of the communitarian view may state that it also just so happens that Africans have held onto this form of epistemology and ethics. To the second problem, the friend of communitarianism may respond by pointing that whoever wishes to share in the affective dimension of this ethic and epistemology, is welcome to be an equal participant and will be treated as such. Tempels (1959) , for example, tells of how he was elevated to be one of the Baluba because he had shown a willingness to understand if not behave like them. The same status was also granted to Griaule by the Dogon. The communitarian ethos, the friend may further argue, recognises everyone as a creation of God, a child of God, one to whom humane consideration is due. If they are not your immediate relative, they may be a distant relative, and if they are not your distant relative, they are your kin by virtue of being human like you. The difference is artificial as all humans aspire to the same things. All it takes is to bring each other to an understanding of what our real interests are.
Although these responses may seem fair enough, they are unable to deal with two crucial issues. The first issue has to do with how African forms of reason have been targets for ridicule as either mystical (Levy-Bruhl 1995) or non-existent (Hume 1997; Kant 1997) .
Although these views have been largely dispensed with, it remains interesting that when they encountered Senghor's logos, they thought nothing of it besides being an oddity of being black. Secondly, Africans have become reputed for inter-ethnic violence and xenophobia. Senghor (1995) and as supported by communitarians? I suggest that one of the least helpful ways of approaching this question is to merely insist on the African difference. I refer here to the kind of insistence that one finds in certain thinkers' writings such as Menkiti (1984) , who merely assert that there is an African way of being and it is distinct form the white/European way of being.
A helpful approach would be to articulate in what ways the African mode could be considered to be grounded in reason, or to be having an appeal to reason. My aim is not so much Senghor's strategy, who insists on the superiority of the logos which is the dominant mode of epistemology and the grounds of ethics. I do not think that there could be grounds to authenticate any outcome of a comparison between logos and ratio. Such a comparison will only yield intransigent insistence on the superiority of one's mode.
I therefore find Sherman's (1997) approach appealing for its ability to deal with the dilemma of insisting on one's reason while courting the danger of parochialism. I suggest that a plausible way of proceeding would seek to show, not only that emotion is reason, but that there is an external standard to emotion which is intuitively reason and which would be consonant with the operations of emotion.
I think that emotion as suggested by Senghor (1995) can therefore, be taken as reason or aligned to reason if we think of it in terms of its origins as not lying in random or other affective inclination, but necessarily as governed by some independent aims. For example, to love one's brother is natural (unless there are factors compelling one to feel otherwise), it is pure emotion. There are hardly any compelling explanations as to why any given individual loves her brother. It is something that is taken as natural (in the absence, of course, of reasons to hate or not care for him). So if the situation obtains that an individual has a brother, and she loves and cares for that brother, that this state of affairs hardly requires accounting for; it is hardly surprising. But this state of affairs is taken as normal in as far as emotional
